In this paper I argue that the base-position of the infinitive marker in the Scandinavian languages and English share a common origin site. It is inserted as the top-most head in the VP-domain. The cross-linguistic variation in the syntactic distribution of the infinitive marker can be accounted for by assuming that it undergoes head movement. This movement is optional in Danish, English, Norwegian, and Early Modern Danish and is not feature-driven. In Faroese, Icelandic, and Swedish, on the other hand, it is triggered by φ-feature checking on Finº. In Icelandic and Swedish these φ-features are strong and induce obligatory vº→Finº movement, whereas they are weak in Faroese and do not induce vº→Finº movement.
Base-position of the Infinitive Marker

1
Within the VP-domain, Vº→vº movement is obligatory, at least with ditransitive verbs in order to precede the indirect object.
(1) a.
*to someone give something b.
to give v someone t v something I will assume that the verb always raises to vº, as in (2) below, even in mono-and intransitive verbs, although it is string-vacuous in such cases (as spec-VP between Vº and vº, the base-position of an indirect object is not projected). Throughout I use vP for the light verb projection regardless of transitivity, thus disregarding differences between v*º and vº. However, exceptions to obligatory Vº-to-vº movement may be structures that do not have an external argument, namely passives and unaccusatives, both of which have raising to subject, which can be argued to lack vP altogether. On the other hand, if vº is the verbalizing head like nº is the nominalizer (Chomsky 2004: 122) , there is always a vº in clauses with verbs, but not in verbless small clauses, e.g. (I drove) her mad.
The question is then where the infinitive marker is merged. Assuming the Uniformity Principle, I shall entertain the idea that it is merged in the same position across languages.
(3) The Uniformity Principle
In the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary, assume languages to be uniform, with variety restricted to easily detectable properties of utterances. (Chomsky 2001 :2, (1))
As the verb never moves across the infinitive marker and because the infinitive marker cannot be topicalized, it is reasonable to assume the infinitive marker to be a head. There are (at least) four logically possible answers: Vº, vº, Tº, or a distinct functional head. If the infinitive marker, e.g. English to, is first merged with the verb, forming a complex head [to [Verb] ] which is then inserted as Vº, the unwanted process of excorporation would subsequently be necessary (Baker 1988) . After the obligatory movement in (2), to would have to excorporate from the verb (i.e. move out of the complex [to [Verb] ] head) and move to Tº to precede adverbials like for example boldly in the famous 'split infinitive' from Star Trek: (4) To boldly go where no man has gone before.
Allowing excorporation (basically allowing movement 'through' an intervening head by adjunction and subsequent extraction) would leave unexplained the blocking effect known as the Head Movement Constraint HMC (Travis 1984) or Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990) . Therefore, I reject and disregard this analysis. (However, the absolute status of the HMC is questioned in recent linguistic theory, cf. Chomsky 1995:307 and Julien 2000:100, and head movement may be able skip intervening positions).
If the infinitive marker is base-generated in vº, excorporation would again be necessary. The complex head [to [Verb] ] that results from the obligatory Vº-to-vº movement would have to be split up again in order to get the split infinitive in (4). Hence, this analysis is also rejected.
Base-generating the infinitive marker as Tº is also problematic, because examples where to follows VP-adverbials, as in example (5) below, would have to involve rightward movement or lowering of to from Tº to vº across the VP-adverbial adjoined to vP.
(5) The snails were beginning slowly to move in all directions.
This analysis is also disregarded.
In the analysis adopted here, the infinitive marker is merged as a separate functional head v INF º above vP (and auxiliary VP-shells) but below TP as it may follow VP-adverbials, which are then adjoined to v INF P (see also Pullum 1982 and Ernst 1992 for arguments that English to is merged as a verbal head). This analysis raises none of the problems associated with excorporation and lowering.
Assuming the framework of Derivation by Phase (Chomsky 2001 (Chomsky , 2004 Abraham 2004 , who argues that German zu and Dutch te are prefixes base-generated as spec-vP absorbing the external T-role of the verb.)
I assume sentential negation to be realized as NegP in the IP-domain. In the Scandinavian languages there are, however, three possible positions for negation: (i) sentence initial, which I take to be fronted or topicalized negation and which is not possible in all the languages (Christensen 2003 (Christensen , 2005 , (ii) sentence medial, namely spec-NegP, which I take to be 'true' sentential negation, and finally (iii) adjoined to vP, where it has narrow or non-sentential scope (Christensen 2004 (Christensen , 2005 . (See also Cormack and Smith 2002 and Zanuttini 1997 (12) and (13), as well as optional v INF º→Finº, cf. (14) and (15) 
No Movement
In Faroese, the infinitival marker never moves to Finº as it cannot precede negation or sentential adverbials (Zakaris Hansen, p.c.):
Hon hevur lovað ikki at gera tað aftur. (Faroese) b.
*Hon hevur lovað at ikki gera tað aftur. she has promised not to not do that again 'She has promised to not do that again.' I have not been able to establish whether VP-adverbials are allowed to intervene between at and the infinitive verb in Faroese (and neither Lockwood 2002 nor Thráinsson et al. 2004 . I shall assume it not to be the case and leave the question for future research. In Faroese, then, the infinitive marker never moves out of v INF º.
Obligatory Movement
In Swedish, as the infinitive marker att obligatorily precedes negation (Holmes and Hinchliffe 2003:476) (19b) shows that að cannot move to Tº between sentential negation and the VP-adverbial (and stay there), and (19c) shows that að for some reason cannot cross two adverbials, here ekki 'not' and strax 'immediately.' As the difference between (19c) and (19d) also shows, VPadverbials are normally right-adjoined. The markedness of (19a), is due to either (i) double stylistic fronting (of ekki and strax), (ii) strax not being right-adjoined, or (iii) að being in situ. Johnson and Vikner (1998) , arguing for generalized V2 and CP recursion in Icelandic also note that ECM constructions have some peculiar properties. Following Sigurðsson (1989) , they claim that ECM constructions cannot have a NegP: 'For some unknown reason, non-control infinitives in Icelandic are so anemic, that they do not allow for the kinds of adverbs usually used to determine whether verbs have moved or not' (Johnson and Vikner 1998:15-16 ). However, the data presented above are counterexamples to such a claim. The problem appears to be connected to the presence of an auxiliary verb in the matrix clause, not the negation in the embedded clause, compare (24) and (25) As Johnson and Vikner (1998) also acknowledge, their analysis wrongly predicts control infinitives to be extraction islands and therefore they have to make additional stipulations. They argue that að is base-generated in the higher Cº in a recursive CP-domain and that PRO is topicalized (moved to the lower spec-CP) to avoid government by the infinitive verb, which they argue is moved to the lower Cº, cf. the example in (26). The present analysis does not make such a prediction as [að+ [V+v] ] moves to Cº, cf. the structure in (27) (whatever the status of government in contemporary linguistic theory, the facts remain): (26 [V+v] ] in Icelandic seems to correlate with and may be licensed by Vº→Finº ('Vº-to-Iº') movement. Among the modern Scandinavian languages, only Icelandic has Vº→Finº movement while Danish lost it sometime between 1300 and 1700. The movement of the infinitive marker alone is clearly not subject to such licensing condition.
Interim Summary
The table in (28) below is a summary of the distribution of the infinitive marker (recall from (7) that negation and sentential adverbials are merged between Finº and Tº, and 'VP-adverbials' are merged between Tº and v INF º). The base-position of the infinitive marker is the same crosslinguistically, namely in the functional projection v INF P at the top of the VP-domain. This is different from what is assumed elsewhere (e.g. Chomsky 1981; Haegeman and Guéron 1999; Johnson and Vikner 1998; Platzack 1986 Platzack , 1998 Radford 1997 ; but see also Ernst 1992:129 and Pullum 1982:197; Beukema and den Dikken 1989 and Gelderen 2004 
Contrary to what is argued by Johnson and Vikner (1998) , Icelandic infinitive verbs do not move on their own as Vºs (they argue that the verb moves through Finº to Cº). The infinitive marker að attracts and incorporates the infinitive verbs prior to movement to Finº. For this reason the verb is able to escape the vP phase in Icelandic as opposed to the other languages in question. In the next section I shall argue that the complex head [að+ [V+v] ], not the infinitive verb, is able to check φ-features.
In Icelandic ECM constructions (non-control infinitives), there is no infinitival að and therefore no movement to Finº as the infinitival verb itself cannot check the features on Finº. I have presented data that show that ECM constructions may have a NegP which makes it possible to positively identify the structural position of the verb.
The analysis presented here correctly predicts that control infinitives are not extraction islands, cf. (27) , which the analysis in Johnson and Vikner (1998) predicts them to be.
Triggers for Movement
In control infinitives, PRO checks EPP on Finº. I suggest that the infinitive marker may check φ-features on Finº, see (29) below. This is clear with Swedish att and Icelandic að, which obligatorily move to Finº. This explains why the infinitive marker is obligatory in control infinitives.
According to Chomsky (2001:6) , 'structural case is not a feature of the probes (T, v), but is assigned a value under agreement then removed by Spell-Out from the narrow syntax.' In line with this, I assume that if and only if Finº assigns/licenses/valuates Case, Finº has φ-features: . In control infinitives, on the other hand, I assume that PRO is assigned (null) case by Finº which then has φ-features (see also Sigurðsson 1991) .
In ECM constructions, the subject DP moves to check EPP on Finº. There are no (strong unvalued) φ-features on Finº, and Icelandic að like Swedish att are not attracted to Finº and therefore, by economy, cannot move to Finº, cf. (31a) and (31b) [-Inf] , with and without overt marker, respectively (and with different syntactic properties cross-linguistically). The reason why the infinitive marker is never allowed in ECM, not even in its base-position, as in (31c), is that ECM verbs select [-Inf] clauses.
In raising constructions, the raising subject DP checks φ and EPP on both the embedded Finº and the matrix Finº. Again, að/att would not be able to check φ-features and is therefore not licensed. The table in (36) below is a summary of the distribution of the infinitive marker (see also Beukema and den Dikken 1989:66-67): (36) Distribution of the infinitive marker:
Infinitive marker
Control infinitives ECM Raising Normally, φ-features are checked by DPs or by a finite verb, but in the present analysis it is done by a non-finite verbal head in Icelandic and Swedish. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) argue for another 'unusual' checking by a verbal head. They argue that in VSO constructions in e.g. Greek and Spanish (which lack an expletive pronoun like it/there), the verb moves to Finº and checks the EPP. The mirror image, i.e. an 'unusual' checking by a DP, can be found in Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) who argue that in English interrogative main clauses, Cº has an uninterpretable [uT] feature which is checked either by verb movement (Tº→Cº) or by a wh-subject.
As mentioned in section 4 above, the movement of the Icelandic að without the infinitival verb is marked (movement of [að+[V+v] ] is preferred). The feature distribution in (37) provides us with a possible explanation for this markedness. Not moving að is marked because the φ-features on Finº remain unchecked. Moving að alone to check the φ-features on Finº is marked because the infinitival verb is 'stranded' or, rather, að has failed to incorporate it.
The optional movement of Danish at, English to, and Norwegian å is not feature-driven. The [uInf] feature on Finº is valuated and checked via long-distance agreement between the probing Finº and the goal v INF º, which is at the edge of the phase and therefore need not move. See also Chomsky (2001:37) Admittedly, the features proposed to drive movement here are, at least in principle, also compatible with a base-generation account, given a few extra assumptions. In Danish, English, and Norwegian, the movement is not feature-driven anyway and is straightforwardly compatible with basegeneration. Icelandic and Swedish, the infinitive marker may be inserted into Finº from where it incorporates the verb. This, however, requires that the φ-features on Finº can be checked by direct insertion, rather than via probe-goal agreement, a mechanism otherwise reserved for EPP checking (as with expletive subjects). At any rate, the infinitive marker cannot be inserted higher than Finº (see also the arguments concerning (27) above). Furthermore, it would have to be argued that in Icelandic only the incorporating infinitive marker must be inserted in Finº, whereas the non-incorporating version can be freely inserted in lower head positions. The present analysis, arguing for a universal base-position and movement, does not suffer from these inconsistencies.
Conclusions
The cross-linguistic as well as language-specific distribution of the infinitive marker shows that a position is needed between VP-adverbials and vº, namely the lowest possible position the infinitive marker can occupy: its base-position v INF º. This leads to a more articulated VP-domain consisting of (at least) v INF P, vP, and VP.
The variation can be accounted for by assuming movement of the infinitive marker, either to Tº or to Finº, apart from the option of having the infinitive marker remain in situ. In Faroese, Icelandic, and Swedish the infinitive marker checks φ-features on Finº. These φ-features are strong in Icelandic and Swedish, and v INF º→Finº movement is obligatory, whereas they are weak in Faroese, where movement does not apply. Icelandic has an incorporating version of the infinitive marker that attracts the infinitive verb and carries it along to Finº. Finally, the optional movement of the infinitive marker in Danish, English, and Norwegian is not feature-driven; the φ-features on Finº are checked by PRO.
